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A. Anastassov,51 A. Annovi,19 J. Antos,14 M. Aoki,24 G. Apollinari,17 A. Apresyan,47 T. Arisawa,56 A. Artikov,15

W. Ashmanskas,17 A. Attal,3 A. Aurisano,52 F. Azfar,41 P. Azzi-Bacchetta,42 P. Azzurri,45 N. Bacchetta,42 W. Badgett,17

A. Barbaro-Galtieri,28 V. E. Barnes,47 B. A. Barnett,25 S. Baroiant,7 V. Bartsch,30 G. Bauer,32 P.-H. Beauchemin,33

F. Bedeschi,45 P. Bednar,14 S. Behari,25 G. Bellettini,45 J. Bellinger,58 A. Belloni,22 D. Benjamin,16 A. Beretvas,17

J. Beringer,28 T. Berry,29 A. Bhatti,49 M. Binkley,17 D. Bisello,42 I. Bizjak,30 R. E. Blair,2 C. Blocker,6 B. Blumenfeld,25

A. Bocci,16 A. Bodek,48 V. Boisvert,48 G. Bolla,47 A. Bolshov,32 D. Bortoletto,47 J. Boudreau,46 A. Boveia,10 B. Brau,10

A. Bridgeman,24 L. Brigliadori,5 C. Bromberg,35 E. Brubaker,13 J. Budagov,15 H. S. Budd,48 S. Budd,24 K. Burkett,17

G. Busetto,42 P. Bussey,21 A. Buzatu,33 K. L. Byrum,2 S. Cabrera,16,r M. Campanelli,35 M. Campbell,34 F. Canelli,17

A. Canepa,44 D. Carlsmith,58 R. Carosi,45 S. Carrillo,18,l S. Carron,33 B. Casal,11 M. Casarsa,17 A. Castro,5 P. Catastini,45

D. Cauz,53 M. Cavalli-Sforza,3 A. Cerri,28 L. Cerrito,30,p S. H. Chang,27 Y. C. Chen,1 M. Chertok,7 G. Chiarelli,45

G. Chlachidze,17 F. Chlebana,17 K. Cho,27 D. Chokheli,15 J. P. Chou,22 G. Choudalakis,32 S. H. Chuang,51 K. Chung,12

W.H. Chung,58 Y. S. Chung,48 C. I. Ciobanu,24 M.A. Ciocci,45 A. Clark,20 D. Clark,6 G. Compostella,42 M. E. Convery,17

J. Conway,7 B. Cooper,30 K. Copic,34 M. Cordelli,19 G. Cortiana,42 F. Crescioli,45 C. Cuenca Almenar,7,r J. Cuevas,11,o

R. Culbertson,17 J. C. Cully,34 D. Dagenhart,17 M. Datta,17 T. Davies,21 P. de Barbaro,48 S. De Cecco,50 A. Deisher,28

G. De Lentdecker,48,d G. De Lorenzo,3 M. Dell’Orso,45 L. Demortier,49 J. Deng,16 M. Deninno,5 D. De Pedis,50

P. F. Derwent,17 G. P. Di Giovanni,43 C. Dionisi,50 B. Di Ruzza,53 J. R. Dittmann,4 M. D’Onofrio,3 S. Donati,45 P. Dong,8

J. Donini,42 T. Dorigo,42 S. Dube,51 J. Efron,38 R. Erbacher,7 D. Errede,24 S. Errede,24 R. Eusebi,17 H. C. Fang,28

S. Farrington,29 W. T. Fedorko,13 R. G. Feild,59 M. Feindt,26 J. P. Fernandez,31 C. Ferrazza,45 R. Field,18 G. Flanagan,47

R. Forrest,7 S. Forrester,7 M. Franklin,22 J. C. Freeman,28 I. Furic,18 M. Gallinaro,49 J. Galyardt,12 F. Garberson,10

J. E. Garcia,45 A. F. Garfinkel,47 H. Gerberich,24 D. Gerdes,34 S. Giagu,50 V. Giakoumopolou,45,a P. Giannetti,45

K. Gibson,46 J. L. Gimmell,48 C.M. Ginsburg,17 N. Giokaris,15,b M. Giordani,53 P. Giromini,19 M. Giunta,45 V. Glagolev,15

D. Glenzinski,17 M. Gold,36 N. Goldschmidt,18 A. Golossanov,17 G. Gomez,11 G. Gomez-Ceballos,32 M. Goncharov,52
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We present the first measurement of �ðgg ! t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ. We use 0:96 fb�1 of
ffiffiffi
s

p ¼ 1:96 TeV p �p

collision data recorded with the CDF II detector at Fermilab. Using charged particles with low transverse
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momentum in t�t events, we find �ðgg ! t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ ¼ 0:07� 0:14ðstatÞ � 0:07ðsystÞ, correspond-
ing to a 95% confidence level upper limit of 0.33, in agreement with the standard model next-to-leading-

order prediction of 0:15� 0:05.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.78.111101 PACS numbers: 13.85.�t, 12.38.Aw, 12.38.Qk, 14.65.Ha

Many studies have been dedicated to the understanding
of the top quark, motivated in part by its large mass that
may give it a unique role in the generation of mass for the
quarks, leptons, and force carriers in the standard model
(SM) of particle physics. In p �p collisions at a center-of-
momentum energy of

ffiffiffi
s

p ¼ 1:96 TeV, ð15� 5Þ% of t�t
pairs are expected to be produced through gluon-gluon
fusion and the rest through quark-antiquark annihilation
[1,2], based on next-to-leading-order (NLO) quantum
chromodynamics (QCD) calculations. The inclusive t�t
production cross section has been measured by both CDF
[3,4] and D0 [5] collaborations using various methods and
decay modes of the t�t pairs, and the results are in agree-
ment with SM predictions. However, the details of the
production process have never been investigated.

A measurement of the gg ! t�t production cross section
tests the QCD prediction. Also of interest is any indication
of new top-quark production and decay mechanisms. As
the partonic cross section calculations are directly related
to the momentum distributions of constituents of the col-
liding protons [1], such a measurement could assist in
reducing the uncertainties in the gluon distributions within
protons.

Here we report the first measurement of the fractional
cross section of t�t production through gluon-gluon fusion,
�ðgg ! t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ. For the first time in high-energy
hadron-hadron collisions, two processes with identical
final states are experimentally discriminated based on their
initial state differences. To discriminate between the simi-
lar final state signatures of gg ! t�t and q �q ! t�t, we take
advantage of the higher probability for a gluon than for a
quark to radiate a low-momentum gluon [6]. Therefore, on
average we expect a larger low-momentum charged parti-
cle multiplicity in gg ! t�t compared to q �q ! t�t. Given the
large theoretical uncertainties associated with gluon radia-
tion, we do not rely on theoretical calculations for the
modeling of the charged particle multiplicity. Instead, we
use two different processes, W þ n-jet and two-jet (dijet)
production, with well-understood production mechanisms,
as calibration samples to relate the observed charged par-
ticle multiplicity to the fraction of processes involving
more gluons [7].

We use a data sample of
ffiffiffi
s

p ¼ 1:96 TeV p �p collisions
with an integrated luminosity of 0:96� 0:06 fb�1 re-
corded by the CDF II detector at Fermilab between
March 2002 and February 2006. The CDF II detector is
described in detail in [8]; here, we briefly discuss the
components essential for this analysis. The detector con-
sists of a tracking system immersed in a solenoidal mag-

netic field of 1.4 T and electromagnetic and hadronic
calorimeters surrounding the solenoid, followed by the
muon system. Electrons, photons, and hadronic jets are
identified using calorimeters and the tracking information.
Muons are identified by the muon system together with
tracking and calorimeter information. The data are col-
lected using a three-level trigger system.
According to the SM top quarks almost always decay to

a W boson and a bottom quark, and so in t�t events we
expect to have two W bosons and two b quarks. We select
t�t candidate events where one of the W bosons decays to
two jets and the other decays to a lepton (l) and the
corresponding neutrino. In this analysis l is either an
electron or a muon. Our first calibration data set is a set
of Wð! l�Þ þ n-jet (n ¼ 0, 1, 2, 3) candidate events, for
which the number of gluons involved in the production
process increases with the number of jets [9]. The second is
a set of events with two back-to-back, high-energy jets.
The average number of gluons involved in dijet production
[10] falls with increasing transverse energy (ET) [11] of the
highest ET jet (leading jet), as the relative rate of the qq !
qq, qg ! qg, and gg ! gg subprocesses change. The
number of gluons in each subprocess is 0, 2, and 4, re-
spectively, as we count the gluons regardless of their being
in the initial or final state. Similarly, in the case of theW þ
n-jet processes, the W þ 0-jet process has no gluon, the
W þ 1-jet process has one gluon which can be either in the
initial or in the final state, and the Wþ � 2-jet processes
have larger number of gluons involved in the production
process.
The W þ n-jet data are collected with an inclusive lep-

ton trigger that requires an electron with ET > 18 GeV or a
muon with pT > 18 GeV=c. We select events with a re-
constructed isolated electron (muon) candidate with ET >
20 GeV (pT > 20 GeV=c) and a missing ET ð6ETÞ>
20 GeV. We categorize the W þ n-jet samples by n, the
number of jet candidates with ET > 15 GeV and pseudor-
apidity j�j< 2. Jets are defined using an iterative cone

algorithm [12] with a cone of �R ¼ ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffið��Þ2 þ ð��Þ2p ¼
0:4 and are corrected for absolute energy response, �
dependence of calorimeter response, and multiple interac-
tions. For the t�t data sample, in addition to the above, we
require four or more jets where at least one is identified as
originating from a b quark (b tag). To define a b tag, we
identify within a jet a long-lived B-hadron candidate
through the presence of a displaced secondary vertex [3].
In both t�t and W þ n-jet samples, we remove any event
with a second lepton candidate consistent with arising from
a Z boson decay or a t�t event in which both W bosons
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decay to leptons. We also veto the events in which the
electron (muon) is consistent with coming from a conver-
sion photon (cosmic ray) [3]. The dijet data are collected
using two inclusive jet triggers that require a jet with ET of
at least 50 GeVor at least 100 GeV (Jet50 and Jet100 data
sets). We require a minimum leading jet ET of 75 and
130 GeV for Jet50 and Jet100 data sets, respectively, to
avoid any trigger bias. We remove events containing an
electron (muon) candidate with ET > 20 GeV (pT >
20 GeV=c). We also require exactly two jets with j�j �
2 and a minimum ET of 20 GeVand with the two jets back
to back, having a j��j � 2:53 rad.

The background processes in our t�t sample consist of
W þ jets, electroweak processes (WW, WZ, ZZ), single
top quark, and multijet QCD processes (non-W). For
non-W and W þ jets background, we can have a real b
tag (heavy flavor background, HF) or have a b tag due to
misidentification (light flavor background, LF). We esti-
mate LF and HF in events with a real W boson using
various calibration data sets. For the small fraction of
events from non-W sources, we assume the non-W back-
ground is equal parts HF and LF. The results of the analysis
are insensitive to this assumption. Single top-quark pro-
cesses are part of HF, while diboson backgrounds, ignoring
the few Z ! b �b events, are included in LF. We find 240 t�t
candidates with an estimated background contamination of
ð13� 2Þ%. The background estimates are found using the
method explained in [3].

The number of low-pT charged particles Ntrk is affected
by low-energy particles arising from jet fragmentation as
well as multiple interactions within the same p �p bunch
crossing. To include a track in our definition of Ntrk, we
require it to have a pT in the range 0:3–3 GeV=c and j�j �
1:1, to have a reliable and efficient track reconstruction,
and to originate from the vertex associated with the
charged leptons and jets. We reject the track if it falls
within �R ¼ 0:6 and �R ¼ 0:4 of jets with ET �
15 GeV (high-ET jets) and 6 � ET < 15 GeV (low ET

jets), respectively. Excluding these tracks results in a dif-
ferent available tracking area for each event. We therefore
correct the observed multiplicity to the total tracking cov-
erage in � and � event by event. The resulting track
multiplicity still has a modest dependence on the number
of high ET jets in the event. We therefore make a further
correction to Ntrk by measuring this dependence in multijet
QCD candidate events and using this as a per-jet correction
(� 1 track per jet) to the multiplicity for all jets with j�j �
1:1.

We show that there is a correlation between the average
number of low-pT charged particles hNtrki and the average
number of gluons involved in the production process hNgi
in a given sample. We count the number of high-energy
gluons involved in the production process using
Monte Carlo (MC) calculations for both dijet and theW þ
n-jet data samples, where we only consider the incoming

and outgoing high-energy gluons participating in the pro-
duction process. The W þ n-jet MC sample is created
using the ALPGEN [13] program followed by PYTHIA [14]
to perform the jet fragmentation. The MC dijet events are
created using the PYTHIA MC. We plot the observed hNtrki
in data against the expected hNgi from MC calculations for

the calibration samples in Fig. 1. This demonstrates an
approximately linear dependence between hNtrki and
hNgi. We do not use this plot to obtain our result, but rather

directly fit the observed Ntrk distributions as described
below.
The hNtrki and hNgi correlation enables us to define Ntrk

distributions each representing a specific average number
of gluons involved in the production process. We use this
correlation and the observed Ntrk distributions in the W þ
0-jet sample and the dijet sample with leading jet ET of 80–
100 GeV to define a no-gluon and a gluon-rich Ntrk distri-
bution, respectively. TheW þ 0-jet sample is largely com-
posed of the Drell-Yan q �q0 process with a small QCD
background of order 4% and contribution from W produc-
tion in association with other partons where none of the
final state jets are detected. The fraction of W þ 0-jet
candidates with production processes involving gluons is
estimated to be ð5� 4Þ%. The no-gluon contribution of
dijet candidates with leading jet ET of 80–100 GeV comes
from qq ! qq processes and is estimated to be ð27� 3Þ%.
An iterative procedure is adopted in order to remove the
no-gluon (gluon-rich) contribution from the Ntrk distribu-
tion of the 80–100 GeV dijet (W þ 0-jet) sample. We start
with the normalized (to unity) dijet 80–100 GeV and W þ
0-jet Ntrk distributions. We subtract the normalized W þ
0-jetNtrk distribution from the normalized dijet sampleNtrk

distribution with a factor of 0.27. Afterward, we normalize
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FIG. 1. The correlation between the average number of low-pT

charged particles (data) and the average number of gluons (MC).
The dotted line is from a linear fit to the points.
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the subtracted dijet sample distribution to unity and sub-
tract it from the originally normalized W þ 0-jet sample
with a factor of 0.05. We then iterate this procedure. There
are no significant changes in the distributions after the first
iteration. Figure 2 shows the comparison between the no-
gluon and gluon-rich parametrization. The hNgi of the

gluon-rich Ntrk distribution, defined as described above,
is comparable to the hNgi of the gg ! t�t process.

To verify that the no-gluon or gluon-rich distribution can
model the Ntrk distribution of any process with comparable
hNgi regardless of the center-of-momentum energy, we

check the W þ 1-jet data sample, and we see no depen-
dence on jet ET in hNtrki. We also compare the Ntrk distri-
bution of dijet 80–100 GeV, with hNgi of �2:4, with the

Ntrk distribution of dijet events with leading jet ET of at
least 180 GeV, with hNgi of �2:1 and see negligible

differences. This is similar to the case of hNgi of dijet

80–100 GeV and the hNgi of the gg ! t�t process.

Therefore, we can use the no-gluon and gluon-rich distri-
butions to model the q �q ! t�t and gg ! t�t, respectively.

The gluon-rich fraction associated with a given Ntrk

distribution can be found using a binned likelihood fit of
the Ntrk distribution of the form

N½fgF gðNtrkÞ þ ð1� fgÞF qðNtrkÞ�; (1)

where N is the normalization factor and one of the free
parameters, fg, is the fraction of gluon-rich components of

the sample and the second free parameter, and F gðNtrkÞ
and F qðNtrkÞ are the normalized gluon-rich and no-gluon

parametrizations, respectively. We check this technique is
free of bias using 1000 simulated experiments for each true
gluon-rich fraction, every 10% between (5–95)%. To pro-
duce these simulated experiments we randomly generate

Ntrk distributions samples from the no-gluon and gluon-
rich Ntrk distributions based on the given true gluon-rich
fraction. We then measure fg for each simulated experi-

ment and look at the measured fg distribution for each true

gluon-rich fraction. We do not see any bias. To verify that
the method works well, we measure the fg in dijet data

samples. Table I shows the comparison between the mea-
sured fg in data calibration samples and the MC predic-

tions. The good agreement between data and MC
calculations confirms that the method works well.
The Ntrk distribution of the t�t candidates, shown in

Fig. 3, has a mean of 10:6� 0:5. The fit, shown in the
figure, models the data distribution very well, based on a
goodness of fit test with 92% probability. The measured
gluon-rich fraction in t�t candidates determined by fitting

TABLE I. The fraction of gluon-rich events in each sample as
predicted by MC calculations and the fraction of gluon-rich
events as found using the likelihood fit to track multiplicity
distributions in dijet calibration samples. Uncertainties for the
MC fractions include both statistical and systematical contribu-
tions. The uncertainties on the fit results to the data are only
statistical.

Leading jet ET MC expectation fg from fit to data

80–100 GeV 0:73� 0:03 0:73� 0:01
100–120 GeV 0:69� 0:03 0:69� 0:01
120–140 GeV 0:63� 0:04 0:66� 0:01
140–160 GeV 0:57� 0:04 0:63� 0:01
160–180 GeV 0:52� 0:04 0:57� 0:01
� 180 GeV 0:42� 0:05 0:49� 0:01
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FIG. 3. The number of low-pT charged particles for the t�t
candidates, the fit result, the gluon-rich, and no-gluon compo-
nents.
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the Ntrk distribution consists of two components, the t�t
gluon-rich fraction and the background gluon-rich fraction.
Therefore, knowing the background fraction in our sample
fb and the measured fg from the fit, we can write

fg ¼ fbf
bkg
g þ ð1� fbÞft�tg ; (2)

where fbkgg and ft�tg are the gluon-rich fraction of the back-

ground and t�t signal, respectively.
The hNgi for each background process is unique to that

process and is not necessarily the same as the hNgi of the
gg ! t�t process. However, for this analysis, we do not
need to know the details of each background process. We
only need to know the total contribution of all the back-
ground processes to the measured fg, the first term in the

right-hand side of Eq. (2). We note that the Ntrk distribu-
tions can be empirically characterized as the superposition
of different Ntrk distributions with different hNgi. For ex-
ample, in the case of a sample of hNgi of 1, one can have

50% Ntrk distribution with hNgi of 0 and 50% Ntrk distri-

bution with hNgi of 2. To estimate f
bkg
g , we measure fg in

the W þ 1, W þ 2, and W þ 3-jet data samples with no b
tag and with at least one b tag using the fit to the Ntrk

distribution for each of these six samples. We then extrapo-
late the fg values from the W þ 1, 2, and 3-jet samples to

W þ 4 or more jet bins for b-tag and no b-tag samples
separately. We note that the extrapolation from W þ 1,
W þ 2, and W þ 3 jets to Wþ � 4 jets is based on the
assumption of a linear evolution of the gluon content of the
W þ n jet and of the QCD background from W þ 1 jet to
Wþ � 4 jets. We consider the b-tag sample as representa-
tive of HF and the no b-tag sample as representative of LF.
Using these extrapolations and the LF and HF fractions, we

find fbkgg ¼ 0:54� 0:09 and ft�tg ¼ 0:09� 0:16.

Given ft�tg , we measure �ðgg ! t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ as
�
1�Agg

Aq �q

þ
�Agg

Aq �q

��
1

ft�tg

���1 ¼ 0:07� 0:14ðstatÞ; (3)

where Agg and Aq �q are the acceptance for gg ! t�t and

q �q ! t�t, respectively. Using PYTHIA MC calculations, we
find ð14:1� 0:5Þ% and ð11:5� 0:4Þ% for Agg and Aq �q,

respectively. The acceptance uncertainties include the sys-
tematic uncertainties. The result is equivalent to a �ðq �q !
t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ of 0:93� 0:14ðstatÞ.

The systematic uncertainties of this measurement, a total
of 0.07, arise from uncertainties in the measurement ofNtrk

and the subsequent calculations. The uncertainties in Ntrk

are due to the per-jet correction (0.05), the estimated gluon
content of the W þ 0-jet sample (0.04), and the choice of
the low ET jet cut (0.02). In addition to these sources, there
are uncertainties associated with the estimated qq ! qq
fraction of the 80–100 GeV dijet sample, the background
fraction, the modeling of the background gluon-rich frac-
tion, the non-W background fraction, and the acceptances;
these are all negligible. To estimate the effects of all the
above uncertainties, we changed the central values and
measured the change in the relevant variables. Given the
fact that data from the same data-taking period is used for
both calibration and t�t samples, no systematic uncertainty
is associated to the effects of particles produced within the
same p �p collision, instantaneous luminosity, multiple in-
teractions, or the track reconstruction.
The result corresponds to an upper limit of 0.33 at 95%

confidence level. We use a classical statistical technique to
set the limit by simulating the possible outcomes for a
given true value taking into account the systematic effects.
In conclusion, we have presented the first measurement

of �ðgg ! t�tÞ=�ðp �p ! t�tÞ and found 0:07� 0:14ðstatÞ �
0:07ðsystÞ, corresponding to an upper limit of 0.33 at 95%
confidence level, in 0:96 fb�1 of data collected at CDF.
This is in agreement with the SM prediction of 0:15�
0:05, and does not suggest that non-SM processes [15]
contribute to top-quark pair production at the Tevatron.
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